
RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
November 14,2001 
Meeting Minutes 

INTRODUCTION AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

A participants list for the November 14, 2001 Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) 
Stakeholder Focus Group meeting is included in this report as Appendix A. 

Reed Hodgin of AlphaTRAC, Inc., meeting facilitator, reviewed the purpose of the 
RFCA Focus Group (Focus Group) and summarized the meeting rules. Introductions 
were made. 

AGENDA 

Reed reviewed the agenda: 

Q Task 3 Peer Review and Wind Tunnel Technical Review - Update 
Q October 30,2001 Meeting With the Principals 

- Feedback From the Principals 
- How the Meeting is Affecting the RSALs Project 
- Feedback from the Focus Group Members 
Path Forward and Schedule for the RSALs Project 
Task 3 Report - Questions and Answers on Draft Report 
Continuing the Policy Discussion - Topics and Schedule 

Q 

e 

Q 

ts En Reed began the meeting with a discussion regarding the Rocky F1 rironmental 
Technology Site (RFETS) website. T!he RFETS website has been placed out of service for 
security purposes. AlphaTRAC is working with RFETS on developing solutions, as 
lustorical and current material for this Focus Group and the RSAL Working Group are 
no longer available via web access. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is 
investigating how to issue information within the security parameters. Others options 
involve AlphaTRAC hosting the website temporarily or permanently from its server. 

Reed agreed to keep the Focus Group informed of any new developments or how the 
problem has been solved. 
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TASK 3 PEER REVIEW AND WIND TUNNEL TECHNICAL REVIEW - 
UPDATE 

Comments resulting from the Wind Tunnel! Technical Review are due thils week. 
AlphaTRAC will provide the comments to the agencies and the Focus Group the 
following week. 

The Task 3 Report peer review process is underway, but reviewers have found that 
more time is necessary. With this in mind, responses will most likely begin to arrive in 
late December 2001. 

A Focus Group member commented that the Task 3 Report would behave much like a 
"living document" for the next few months. This approach will ensure that any key 
additions or differences are included in the document, as well as results for Uranium, 
and the study being conducted on actinide migration. 

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) stated that 
additional information on naturally-occurring background radiation from Uranium and 
groundwater needs to be gathered. There exists a need to distinguish 'between man- 
made contaminants and naturally-occurring background radiation. Another 
consideration is that there are Uranium mines near the WETS with potential to 
contaminate surface water. 

Reed reiterated that the Task 3 Report peer reviewers should have their comments 
submitted near the end of December 2001, with agency responses for the Focus Group 
by mid-January, 2002. 

OCTOBER 30,2001 MEETING WITH THE PRINCIPALS 

On October 30, 200$, a meeting was held with the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement 
(RFCA) principals, of which there were both presentations and dialog with key 
organizations of the community and individuals in the community. 

Reed asked for comments in areas that involved descriptions of the principals' 
responses, what the principals thought of the meeting, what the community said, and 
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what was learned from the meeting. Reed asked that comments be geared toward 
impressions and reactions of the October 30th meeting. These comments will provide a 
framework for establishing an on-going decisionmaking process for the Focus Group. 

General comments were summarized as follows: 

Additional comments and questions from the principals were desired; 
The public was not prepared for the high level discussions the Focus Group 
members conducted; 
A specific process may have been helpful for discussions between the Focus Group 
members and the principals; 
Follow-along questions were addressed after the meeting regarding the BALs; 
Important views were communicated to the principals by the Focus Group 
members, which were unfiltered by project coordinators and staff; 
From the agency standpoint (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA]) it was 
found that the Focus Group members’ work was valuable. 

PATH FORWARD AND SCHEDULE FOR THE RSALS PROJECT 

Reed stated that the peer review process results are scheduled to be completed by the 
end of December 2001. From this point, the agencies will review the comments and 
form resolutions within two weeks, if possible. The Focus Group should have a week 
and one-half to respond to the peer review and various agency comments. 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) described a recent decision involving the final 
Radionuclide Soil Action Levels (BALs) report. It is the intention of DOE to resolve 
any contradictions, align the report with regulatory compliance requirements, use 
acronyms in a practical manner, and produce the report in such a way that it reads as if 
one author wrote it. 

A Focus Group member expressed concern about whether or not the results from the 
actinide migration study would be included. The member would like to see the results 
discussed in the final RSALs report. 
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Reed clarified the process regarding the actinide migration study. Specific questions 
about ground water / surface water pathways for Plutonium and Americium have been 
submitted to the peer reviewers. This process will allow for further consideration and 
discussion about ground and surface water pathways contamination. As an additional 
point, Reed stated that Uranium is going to be addressed separately from the Task 3 
Report and is considered a subsurface issue, while the Task 3 Report is specifically 
concerned with surface BALs.  
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TASK 3 REPORT - QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON DRAFT REPORT 

Reed called for a discussion regarding the Task 3 Report. The following topics were 
discussed (some bulleted points may have additional notes): 

Periods of sufficient rainfall; 
Depleted Uranium; 
Consideration and use of 30 years of historical meteorological data; 
Fire scenario, vegetation and revegetation; 
Mass loading considerations;' and 
Major construction is not a part of any of the scenarios developed;2 

The Focus Group revisited the mass-loading concept once again. A triangular 
distribution was used when the shape of the distr?bution was unknown. With a 
triangular distribution, there exists some sort of central tendency and this central 
tendency is more likely to be in the middle of the distribution than elsewhere. A 
triangular distribution tends to be useful when there are not enough data to h o w  what 
shape the distribution is and there is a vague idea about the maximum and minimum 
data points. The Focus Group decided that a more thorough discussion of triangular 
distribution and mass loading could be available via email. 

2EPA noted that major construction projects beyond a building, a dwelling, or a 
structure are not included in any of the scenarios, but the assumptions made about 
mass roading are sufficiently conservative to incorporate these activities. 

The Focus Group discussed topics related to the rural resident scenario. The following 
comments regarding the approach and certain assumptions were made: 

0 The assumption that the rural! resident will only be outdoors 20% of the time seems 
unrealis tic; 
CDPHE will provide background basis to support the data on the percentage of time 
a rural resident may spend outside; 
Outdoor activities were considered during scenario development; 

e 

B 
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e Concerns about how shielding or contamination inside structures are factored in the 
modeling results; and 

8 Plant uptake and ingestion? 

3Reed pointed out that quality factors in the actual gamma versus alpha radiation from 
Plutonium are included in the dose conversion factors and are also used in the risk 
factors when modeling for plant uptake and ingestion. Reed noted that different 
pathways are calculated differently for each scenario, depending on how much time is 
spent outdoor or indoors-shielded, and the degree of shielding one gets from a 
building, as well as external penetrating radiation. Each of these considerations is a 
variable in the calculation. 

CONTINUING THE POLICY DISCUSSION - TOPICS AND 
SCHEDULE 

Reed introduced the policy discussion by recommending some points of interests for 
the path forward. Due to the variety of perspectives regarding the cleanup budget, 
whether the budget has changed or will change, Reed suggested that the budget 
discussion wait. 

Reed identified two points of interest, stated as: 

1. End-state discussion through the examination of end-state scenarios, end-state 
alternatives, and how the Focus Group currently views end-state; and 

2. Identify cleanup priorities using an analysis of available options for surface water 
protection, surface contamination removal, sub-surface contamination, removal, risk 
reduction, etc. 

From this point, it would be beneficial to review the budget to see how these 
alternatives have impacted the budget. This process can lead to looking at an 
integrated picture. 

One Focus Group member suggested that one-on-one interviews, with facilitator 
synthesis of the viewpoints, be considered as a valid method of managing the diverse 
and complex views of this Focus Group. 
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Another Focus Group member asked to revisit prior policy discussions and proceed 
from that point. 

And another Focus Group member would like to see the Focus Group’s conversations 
streamlined with activities within the community and agency groups. 

Other Focus Group members expressed frustration over the repetitive nature of some of 
the dialog in the group. This repetitive dialog mainly occurs during complex technical 
discussions, and is intended to be educational, and iterative, so that non-technical 
people can contribute. Another aspect that causes discomfort for some Focus Group 
members is the negotiation process that exists between the community and the 
agencies. It was recognized by EPA that better negotiation skills for all parties would 
need to surface in order to make progress. 

Reed suggested that the Focus Group find common ground based on interests to 
produce answers that help move the process along. Reed agreed to revisit this topic at 
the next meeting. He also agreed to develop some options for productive discussions, 
which may include a discussion on Uranium, policy, and priorities. 

ADJOURN 

The meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m. 

AlphaTRAC, Inc. 
7299 lP1401MtgMins.doc 

Page 7 of 6 Rev.0 10/4/2006 



RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
November 14,2001 
Meeting Minutes 

Appendix A. 
Participant’s List 



11/14/01 RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group Meeting 
Last part of meeting 

MH: I need to look at the fact that ... FG was and it wasn’t considered ... write the 
letter or take was not to make ... I think we have been delayed significantly because of 
our ... stop talking about ... 

RH: I think there’s been a lot of benefit to having the BALs discussion. The question is 
are you at a point now that you can go back to some of these other broader discussions, 
more inclusive discussions that you’ve looked at. 

MH: . . . the BALs I am sick of them. I’d like to move on. 

SG: This isn’t for discussion. This is for me. t bet I’m speaking for a lot of the agency 
people, maybe a lot of . . . are very frustrated. We’re going to have to modify the Task 3 
report. The numbers may change, but I don’t know i ey’re going to change so much 
given the broad circle of risk range, where the real risk is going to boil down into some 
of the other things.. . Now the B A L s  and other end state issues . . . priorities. In one of 
the places I think we get a big disconnect is, there are certain people in the group that 
seem to recognize that when we get down to making a decision, when the decision 
makers have to decide this is how we’re going to close the site, between now and 2006, 
... we have to decide what the resources are likely to be versus what we can do with 
those resources to use to make the best cleanup possible. We have another vocal group 
in this group who really focus on this is our position. We want everything. We want a n  
ultimate cleanup to background, surface, sub-surface. You want the standard measure 
of .15,30-day average at every single spot, and that’s where we end up getting stuck in 
the . . . My own view is, if we can’t break through that log jam, that disconnect, I don’t 
think this group has any purpose any more. It should go away. Look at how many 
public meetings some of us have to deal with. Why do this one. Why cause all the 
brain damage? We’ll work with the CAB and the coalition and we’ll meet with some of 
the key stakeholders and talk about end state, and the RFCA parties will make a 
decision. We’re going to have to make a decision. If we can’t get this thing back 
together, I want to get rid of this group. That’s my view. 

JL: We’re going to make decisions. I’m a little bit more upbeat about ... I think we all 
know about soil ingestion than anybody else on the planet. Let’s move the process 
... but we are going to ... We can either engage in the process together and let go of 
personally held positions ... or we can have the discussion with these folks ... You 
aren’t going to get it. We can get $50 million more ... and still have to make choices. 



You can’t hide behind the issue of, you just go ask for more money. We’ve just moved 
the discussion from here to here and we still have to make choices. Either we’re going 
to talk about making choices, surface water, surface soil, sub-surface soil, institutional 
controls, or we’re not going to talk about it and we‘re just going to go make those 
decisions. 

RH: I think one of the things that needs to happen, and it needs to happen somewhere, 
and it can happen at least in part in this group, is to move from a discussion about 
positions just for two position demonstrated to a discussion that’s based on interest and 
where we can find common ground to produce answers that help move a process along 
because they’re brought on the table and contribute to that. That’s the kind of 
discussion I think Dave is asking for, for me to have one on one with folks, and I think 
that would be a good way to look at moving the process forward, for me to evaluate . . . 

Sgarcia: This group I think is one of the best groups. I h o w  a lot of people are really 
upset about it because we seem to go in circles a lot of the times, but s is one of the 
meetings where everybody ... dialog ... talk about. ... No offense to all those other 
meetings, but people that have not had the technical background . . . Whatever the topic 
is for the day a lot of the times, we change our agenda to meet the ... I think it does 
have value, it adds to the process but also keeps . . . The only thing I don’t agree with is 
for Reed to be . . . I think that is not within this focus. . . . has a feel for they should be 
able to say that in s meeting. That’s the whole puvose of this meeting. ... I’m not 
saying we shouldn’t have dialog.. . 

JL:: Part of my question is, ... recommendations ... certainly ... folks ... 
recommendations . . . A lot of people . . . what’s really meant, but to me you just can’t do 
that. But here we’re talking about here and here and here, we’re saying no, my position 
is way over here. That’s it. No interests, ..., priorities, we’re over here we’re not even 
talking about our recommendations. That’s our frustration. Some of these folks are . . . 
where the heck did that come from? Haven’t we been talking the last couple of years 
and all! of a sudden they’re an accusation . . . That’s a real frustration. 

VH: I’d like to get back to the . . . The community’s on one side of the table, and we’re 
not going to be ... ... but I want to ... negotiate. That’s what I’m ... I do not know what 
form that’s taken, but 1 had hoped this meeting is going to work. It hasn’t been to this 
point. . . . negotiating we starlt talking about tradeoffs, we’re not going to get anywhere. 
The CAB’S recommendation, maybe I don’t ... That says we’re going to start with an 
RSALs with a cleanup level of . . . 90-6. It may not even be cleaned to 10-4. 

. . . ground rules. 



KK: attacking the citizens who work very hard, if you would like to offer them ... 
involved in . . . 

JL: ... recommendation ... 

KK: Then tell them that. 

JL: ... 

KK: Tell them. I am not the CAB. I work for the CAB. Tell them as a group . . . 

RH: That’s a good point. From the standpoint of where we go from here, Shirley, your 
,point is well taken. I think I have . . . 

MH: . . - discussion . . . 

?: suggestion . . . also be good to pulse . . . 

MH: ... 

RH: Let me come back to you folks at the next meeting with some options for 
productive discussions that you can have that will contribute to moving a path forward 
on this. I’ll bring newer perspectives to bear and look at this holistically. I also think 
that you’ve proven to be a good group as a place that can have the detailed discussions. 
I believe there’s a place in this group for review of uranium discussion, at the kind of 
level that you’ve talked about for RSALs. It’s a great place to do that . . . your ability to 
do that. I also think that s is an untapped resource for the larger discussion. Dave’s 
right, we’ve got to figure out a way to make that happen successfully if we‘re going to 
tap into this as a resource. I’m going to try to ... something that does that and also 
works from the perspective that Ken was talking about that doesn’t replace what you’re 
doing at your parent groups, but rather services them from here as well. 

?: . . . priority . . . 

RH: I will access that source as well. 

Our next meeting is the 28*. My recommendation is that we have a basis for me to 
bring something back on this discussion as part of the discussion for the 2Sth, but that 
we should make our only meeting in December the 12th, and not try to meet any later 



and then be ready to come back after the holidays. And continue this discussion at our 
first meeting in January and then at later meetings in January and in February be back 
and finish up the B A L s  discussion. 

I will come back on the 28th with specific options and recommendations for you to 
consider. I’ll talk to the agencies about where they believe ... it’s at. Start with pulling 
that together and presenting to you what I believe the options are. 

JG: . . . regulators . . . We considered 10-5 as . . . soil action level, and our frustration is 
that we ... because we thought that we had done a terrific job, and yet the soil action 
levels . . . and it’s not like what the . . . did. We tried to take into consideration some . . . 
so that we have as much a right to frustration as they do. At a minimum, this is our 
third go around now, 

?: What I don’t . . . 

RH: Thank you all and see you on the 2W. 
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Policy DiSCLJSSiQn 

RH: . . .directions at least that you might go with Ithis discussion on policy. 

First of all, I don’t think there’s probably a very productive discussion about whether 
the dollar amount that you have that exists in the cleanup budget is all there is or . . . get 
more. There are people that have one side of that opinion and others that have the 
other side. I think there are a couple of very productive pathways of discussion for this 
group. As was mentioned earlier today, one of the original purposes of the group is to 
look at things holistically and look at integration. It might be very productive to get 
back and do that. There are two ways that I can think that you might proceed to have 
that discussion and build into that what you’ve learned about BALs, cleanup levels, 
etc. and what’s coming up with such things as water. One is to get back to the end state 
discussion which you started.. . examine end state scenarios and end state alternatives 
and what they mean in light of what you h o w  now. Talk about that as a group and 
start looking at specific end state options and examining those.. Another is to look at 
this from a standpoint of cleanup priorities. If you did that, you would examine the 
priorities that different ones of you have for cleanup what are the priorities that are 
available? Surface water protection, surface contamination removal, sub-surface 
contamination removal, risk reduction, those sorts of priorities exist for you. Then start 
examining, what are the things we know we must do and what is that going to achieve 
for us? We must cleanup to meet the water standards, so what will that give us in the 
way of risk reduction, surface removal, etc.? We‘re going to cleanup the 903 pad in a 
particular way, we have maybe a couple of options there. What will that give us in the 
way of surface water protection, risk reduction, surface removal, etc. How do these 
play against the different priorities that we have. 

Then examine perhaps what each of those means in terms of money. If we go and do 
these things and protect surface water, what’s it going to cost to do that out of the 
bucket of money that’s immediately available? To go cleanup 903 pad and this scenario 
versus this scenario, how much money are we going to spend against where we’re 
going to get against our priorities? I think that’s another fruitful way that a group like 
this with the diversity of perspectives that you have can look at this. Because different 



members of this group will be pursuing this from different priorities. Those are two 
ideas I have. What do you think in the group; what would be a productive use for 
looking at an integrated picture, looking at the holistic view? 

DA: The question you raise is extremely important. ... government say that ... For 
most of you who have been sitting here for a year and whatever, we try to define time 
and time and time again . . . and at various points to get whose side is to various people 
or governments or whatever. I’m not convinced that there is a . . . this is the place to 
have that discussion. While alternatively ... that it is something that people are 
interested in talking about, for lack of a better word, what’s the best cleanup you can get 
for your money. I’m just not convinced ... I think it would be a great value as a 
facilitator, instead of talking to people, ... have a really good sense of what people’s 
interests are and ... and where they’re coming from ... We’ve tried it time and time 
again . . . suddenly get defensive, and you still can’t get to mission in other areas . . . you 
were talking about ... in having that integrated discussion . . . and I would ask that that 
is not something to go around the room. 1 think you really have one on one 
conversations rather . . . not necessary. 

RH: Save for . . . Okay. I think that’s a valid point. 

KK: I agree with David. I think the struggle that we face is, I’d like to see these 
questions we’ve discussed ... I think that’s the hardest ... that we built on different 
perspectives and different ... that we, when we started this conversation ... same 
people in all the diffe3ent groups, so that those conversations within those one groups 
can be The value of this group is ... together ... intended ... 
perspectives that you can bring forward then prepare ... other than those . . . that this is 
how ... The thinking of these jobs on these 
discussions you go back to the ... that laid out, then come back to the group to discuss 

... can happen. 

There’d probably be some value. 

... 

BN: One of the things we‘re in the process of doing that was figuring . . . water quality 
... the RSALs too some of the things that normally .. . necessary is that we need to make 
sure we don’t.. . anymore . . . so maybe now we have better money. . . . material . . . 

RH: I see the power of this group, the fact that you do bring very different perspectives 
to the table and different interests and they can together. I think it’s important for us to 
find a way to move away from restating positions over and over again hoping that if 
you say it one more time everybody will figure it out, to actually finding something we 
can work on so that the, so our different interests can contribute to a common solution. 
I believe that pony is there. 



?: It raises the question though, does this conversation ... two hour groups in terms of 
information given then; I mean working for the coalition and working with the CAB . . . 
are there, but within a huge range ... expected ... and this becomes emotionally ... 
brings to the table this is the focus group that doesn’t . . . of each other . . ., unfortunately 
impossible.. . but that’s what I’d like to see ... 

M: Was that one of the things you were getting at Ken? 

KK: ... because I don’t h o w  how, how does the CAB ... how do you ... many people 
... 

RH: So the idea is to craft a conversation here that fits in with what’s going to happen 
at your home groups as well. 

JG: We started to have a discussion like this a year ago. In that year, # have seen no . . . 
data ... 

RH: Joe. I think you have lot’s of information in front of you. E ,think you’re ripe for 
this discussion. 

JG: Wait a minute. 

We still don’t know all the contaminated areas. We‘ve never been told what 
contamination ... ... We don’t know the .... What we’ve been looking at, and I think 
this the ... is trying to develop a standard that it safe for the future ... That’s a big 
undertaking and we’ve had a heck of a lot of time on it. In fact, we’re not finished yet. 
4 haven’t heard the regulators, what they consider is safe . . . There’s a lot of double Italk. 

RH: foe. That breaks the ground rules and f’m going to move on. 

MH: I need to look at the fact that . .. FG was and it wasn’t considered . . . write the 
letter or take was not to make ... I think we have been delayed significantly because of 
our . . . stop talking about . . . 

RH: So there’s been a lot of benefit I think to having the RSALs discussion. The 
question is are you at a point now that you can go back to some of these other broader 
discussions, more inclusive discussions that you’ve looked at. 

MH: . . . the RSALs I am sick of them. I’d like to move on. 



SG: This isn’t for discussion. This is for me. I bet I’m speaking for a lot of the agency 
people, maybe a lot of you too are very frustrated as we go over the same stuff over and 
over again, . . . to death. We’re going to have to modify the Task 3 report. The numbers 
may change, but I don’t know if they’re going to change so much given the broad circle 
of risk range, where the real issue is going to boil down into some of the other things.. . 
Now the RSALs and other end state issues and priorities. In one of the places I think we 
get a big disconnect is, there are certain people in the group that seem to recognize that 
when we get down to making a decision, when the decision makers have to decide this 
is how we’re going to close the site, between now and 2006, ... we have to decide what 
the resources are likely to be versus what we can do with those resources to use to make 
Ithe best cleanup possible. We have another group, a very vocal group in this group 
who really focus on this is our position. We want everything. We want an ultimate 
cleanup to background, surface, sub-surface. You want the standard measure of .P5,30- 
day average at every single spot, and that’s where we end up getting stuck in the ... 
My own view is, if we can’t break through that log jam, that they disconnect, I! don’t 
think this group has any purpose any more. It should go away. Look at how many 
public meetings some of us have to deal with. Why do this one? Why cause all the 
brain damage? We’ll work with the CAB and the coalition and we’ll meet with some of 
the key stakeholders and talk about end state, and the RFCA parties will make a 
decision. We’re going to have to make a decision. If we can’t get this thing back 
together, I want to get rid of this group. That’s my view. 

JL: We’re going to make decisions. I’m a little bit more upbeat about what we achieve 
in these meetings from hell. I think we all know about soil ingestion than anybody else 
on the planet. Let’s move the process ... but we are going to . . . We can either engage in 
the process together and let go of personally held positions that have been passed ... or 
we can have the discussion with these folks . . . You want insurance. You’re not going 
to get it. We can get $50 million more . . . and still have to make choices. You can’t hide 
behind the issue of, you just go ask for more money.. . We’ve just moved the discussion 
from here to here and we still have to make choices. Either we’re going to talk about 
making choices, surface water, surface soil, sub-surface soil, institutional controls, or 
we’re not going to talk about it and we’re just going to go make those decisions. 

RH: I think one of the things that needs to happen, and it needs to happen somewhere, 
and it can happen at least in part in this group, is to move from a discussion about 
positions just for two positions demonstrated or talked about, to a discussion that’s 
based on interest and where we can find common ground to produce answers that help 
move the process along because we’re brought to the table and contribute to that. 
That’s the kind of discussion I think Dave is asking for, for me to have one on one with 



folks, and I think that would be a good way to look at moving the process forward, for 
me to evaluate . . . 

Sgarcia: This group I think is one of the best groups. I know a lot of people are really 
upset about it because we seem to go in circles a lot of the times, but this is one of the 
meetings where everybody ... dialog ... talk about. ... No offense to all those other 
meetings, but people that have not had the technical background . . . Whatever the topic 
is for the day a lot of the times, we change our agenda to mee e ... I think this group 
does have value, it adds to the process but also keeps ... The only thing I don’t agree 
with is for Reed to be talking ... I think that is not within this focus. ... has a feel for 
they should be able to say that in this meeting. That’s the whole purpose of this 
meeting. ... I’m not saying we shouldn’t have dialog ... and more ... We not going to 
have that dialog. 

JL: Part of my question is, ... recommendations ... certainly ... folks ... 
recommendations . . . A lot of people . . . what’s really meant, but to me you just can’t do 
that. But here we’re talking about here and here and here, we’re saying no, my position 
is way over here. That’s it. No interests, . . ., priorities, we’re over here we’re not even 
talking about our recommendations. mat’s our frustration. Some of these folks are ... 
where the heck did that come from? Haven’t we been talking the last couple of years 
and all of a sudden they’re an accusation . . . That’s a real frustration. 

VH: I’d like to get back to the ... Part of my frustration ... certainly ... that the folks ... 
from the RFCAB ... this process. As I read it, you have a lot of people ... what this 
really meant ... we’re talking about here and here and here, we’re saying no, .our 
position’s way over here. No interests, not ..., priorities. They’re over here, we’re not 
even going to talk about it; our recommendation’s here. That’s our frustration. Some of 
these folks ... that. Where the heck did that come from: Haven’t we been talking the 
last couple of years, and all of a sudden there’s accusation . . . . . . real question. 

VH: The community’s on one side of the table, and we’re not going to be ... ... but I 
want to . . . negotiate. That’s what I’m . . . I do not know what form that’s taken, but I 
had hoped this meeting is going to work. It hasn’t been to this point. ... ready for 
negotiating we start talking about tradeoffs, if that’s what it‘s going to be, we‘re not 
going to get anywhere. 

?: That was ... 



VH: The CAB’S recommendation, maybe I don’t ... That says we’re going to start with 
an B A L s  with a cleanup level of ... 10-6. It may not even be cleaned to 10-4. That’s 
what ... 

KK: That’s ground rules.. . 

A lot of jabber from a lot of people. 

JL: ... ? 

KK: Yeah. I think that you’re attacking the citizens who work very hard, if you would 
like to offer them ... involved in ... 

JL: That recommendation was . . . coalition . . . focused . . . 

KK: Then tell them that. I am not the CAB. I work for the CAB . . . 

JL: That’s a good point. 

RH: That’s a good point. From the standpoint of where we go from here, Shirley, your 
point is well taken. # think I have . . . 

MH: What you should do is . . . open discussion . . . 

DA: suggestion . . . also be good to pulse . . . process 

MH: ... 

DA: . . . says more than . . . 

M: Let me come back to you folks at the next meeting with some options for 
productive discussions that you can have that will contribute to moving a path forward 
on this that will bring your perspectives to bear and look at this holistically. I also think 
that you’ve proven to be a good group as a place that can have the detailed discussions. 
I believe there’s a place in this group for review of uranium discussion, at the kind of 
level that you’ve talked about for RSALs. It’s a great place to do that and you’ve 
proven your ability to do that. I also think that this is an untapped resource for the 
larger discussion. Dave’s right, we’ve got to figure out a way to make that happen 
successfully if we’re going to tap into this as a resource. I’m going to try to craft 
somehng that does that and also works from the perspective that Ken was talking that 



doesn’t it replace what you’re doing at your parent groups, but rather services them 
from here as well. 

SGarcia: mere’s one last thing, as far as this . . . to discuss. Everyone knows . . . priority 
... 

RH: I will access that source as well. 
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